UNPUBLI SHED

UNI TED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
FOR THE FOURTH CI RCU T

No. 05-1315

PATRI Cl A D. TEAL,
Plaintiff - Appellant,
ver sus
MOZELLE SI NGLETON; MALCOLM ELLI OTT; WENDY
HELMS;, JOHN E. POTTER, Postnmaster Ceneral,

United States Postal Service,

Def endants - Appel | ees.

No. 05-1316

PATRI Cl A TEAL,
Plaintiff - Appellant,
ver sus

JOHN E. POITER, Postmaster General of the

United States Postal Service Agency; MARTY

GERR, KELLY WALSH;, ARDI NE HARLEY; VENDY HELMS;

REG NA M LLER, JIM VON CANON, SHARON BYRD;

MALCOLM ELLI OTT; ROGER PARKER,

Def endants - Appel |l ees.

Appeals from the United States District Court for the Wstern
District of North Carolina, at Charlotte. G ahamC. Millen, Chief
District Judge. (CA-03-603; CA-03-604)



Submtted: My 12, 2005 Deci ded: May 17, 2005

Bef ore TRAXLER, KING and SHEDD, Circuit Judges.

Affirmed by unpublished per curiam opi nion.
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See Local Rule 36(c).



PER CURI AM

I n these consol i dat ed appeal s, Patricia D. Teal, a forner
United States Postal Service (USPS) enpl oyee, appeals a district
court order granting defendant’s notion to dismiss for failure to
exhaust her admnistrative remedies and a district court order
granting defendant’s notion to dismss for failure to tinely file
suit in her enploynent discrimnation and retaliation actions under
Title VI1 of the Gvil Rights Act of 1964, as anended, and the Age
D scrimnation in Enploynent Act. W find the district court
correctly dism ssed No. 05-1315 on the ground that Teal failed to
file suit within ninety days of receipt of the Equal Enploynent
Qpportunity Commission’s (EECC) right-to-sue letter. See 42 U. S. C
8 2000e-16(c) (2000). We also find the district court correctly
di sm ssed No. 05-1316 on the ground that Teal failed to tinely
exhaust her adm nistrative renedies by failing to file an appeal to
the EEOCC of the USPS s decision within thirty days. See 29 C. F.R
8§ 1614.402(a). Accordingly, we affirmboth orders for the reasons

stated by the district court. See Teal v. Singleton, No. CA-03-603

(WD.N.C. Feb. 1, 2005); Teal v. Potter, No. CA-03-604 (WD.N.C.

Jan. 31, 2005). W dispense with oral argunent because the facts
and | egal contentions are adequately presented in the materials
before the court and argument would not aid in the decisional
process.
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